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AMENDMENT AND RESPONSE UNDER 37 CFR S Llll ^ 



REMARKS 

Applicant has carefully reviewed and considered the Office Action mailed on June 7, 
2001, and the references cited therewith. 

No amendments or cancellations have been made. Claims 11, 13, 14, 24-28, 32, and 38- 
43 remain pending in this application. 



§102 Rejection of the Claims 

Claims 1 1, 14, 24, 28, 38, and 40 were rejected under 35 USC § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Selvakumar et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,426,069). 

Claims 25, 32, and 41 were rejected under 35 USC § 102(b) as being anticipated by, or in 
the alternative under 35 USC § 103(a) as being obvious over Selvakumar et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
5,426,069). 

Selvakumar appears to show a transistor containing a SiGe channel region 8. However, 

Selvakumar teaches a "small SiGe region surrounded by silicon" (col. 4, bi. 17-20). As noted by 

the Examiner in col. 2, In. 25-28 it appears that in the background section, while discussing 

configurations that are not part of the invention in Selvakumar, the text mentions a hypothesis of 

a mechanism of a SiGe region, the region being "surrounded by silicon on most of the surfaces." 

This is not, however, the embodiment taught by Selvakumar. Selvakumar in fact teaches away 

fi-om creating a Sii.^Gej^/SiOj gate oxide interface. As explicitly stated in col. 5, In. 32-42, 

Selvakumar teaches: 

"The characteristics of the SiGe MOSFET are believed to be due to the 
less defective or nearly defect fi"ee small SiGe regions surrounded by silicon all 
around. This hypothesis is very similar to the recent discoveries of much 
reduced misfit dislocation density observed in small area growths (terminated by 



